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SUBCOMMITTEE NO 2 CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2934, H.R. 5888, 
H. CON. RES. 166, AND H.R. 7943 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBcOMMITTEE No. 2 or THE 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C., Tuesday, June 30,1959. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 304, Old House Office 
Building, Hon. Carl T. Durham (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

H.R. 2934 


Mr. Durnam. The committee will come to order. What is your 
first bill ¢ 

Mr. Kewiiener. First is Mr. Sikes’ bill, H.R. 2934. 

(H.R. 2934 follows:) 


[H.R. 2934, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the conveyance of certain real property of the United States to the 
city of Fort Walton Beach, Florida 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, subject to section 3 of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Air Force shall convey to the city of Fort Walton Beach, 
Florida, all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the real prop- 
erty described in section 2 of this Act for use as a municipal golf course and for 
other recreational purposes. 

Sec. 2. The real property referred to in the first section of this Act is more 
particularly described as follows: 338.7549 acres of the Eglin Air Force Base 
Reservation, all being a portion of sections 26, 34, and 35, township 1 south, 
range 24 west, Okaloosa County, Florida, beginning with the General Land Office 
monument marking the southeast corner of the northeast quarter of section 35, 
township 1 south, range 24 west, to north 1 degree 09 minutes east along the east 
line of said section a distance of 2,662.40 feet to the General Land Office monu- 
ment at the northeast corner of section 35, thence continue on the previous bear- 
ing a distance of 949.76 feet to a point on the southwest right-of-way line of 
Mooney Road, thence north 56 degrees 06 minutes 20 seconds west along said 
right-of-way line a distance of 364.73 feet to a State road department concrete 
monument marking the point of intersection of the aforementioned right-of-way 
line and the south right-of-way line of Florida State Highway No. 189, thence 
south 64 degrees 28 minutes west along said south right-of-way line to a distance 
of 4,103.01 feet to a point where the east line of the northwest quarter of the 
northwest quarter, section 35, intersects said right-of-way line, thence south 0 
degrees 42 minutes west along said quarter-quarter section line go a distance of 
613.71 feet to an Eglin Air Force Base boundary warker at the southeast corner of 
the northwest quarter of the northwest quarter of section 35, thence north 88 
degrees 22 minutes 30 seconds west a distance of 1,206.04 feet to the point of in- 
tersection of the south right-of-way line of Florida State Highway No. 189, thence 
south 64 degrees 28 minutes west along said right-of-way line go a distance of 
1,626.12 feet to a point where the west line of the southeast quarter of the north- 
east quarter of section 34 intersects said right-of-way line, thence south 0 degrees 
13 minutes west along said quarter-quarter section a distance of 615.50 feet to 
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an Eglin Air Force Base boundary marker at the southwest corner of the south- 
east quarter of the northeast quarter of section 34, thence south 88 degrees 35 
minutes 40 seconds east along the quarter section line of sections 34 and 35 a 
distance of 6,611.65 feet to the point of beginning. 

Src. 3. The conveyance authorized by the first section of this Act shall be sub- 
ject to the condition that the real property so conveyed shall be used by the city 
of Fort Walton Beach, Florida, for a municipal golf course and other recreational 
purposes only, and if such city shall ever cease to use such real property for a 
municipal golf course and other recreational purposes the title thereto shall re- 
vert to the United States, which shall have the right of immediate entry thereon. 


Mr. Durnam. Mr. Sikes, yours is the first bill. You may proceed. 


STATTEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE THIRD DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Srxes. I am here in support of H.R. 2934, which proposes to 
transfer to the city of Fort Walton Beach 338.75 acres of land from 
the half-million-acre Eglin reservation. You will note this area I 
have circled in red. The area circled in red is the area directly in- 
volved. It is an area which lies between several rapidly growing 
communities. It is not waterfront. 

As the report which is before you from the Government states, it is 
land which because of the growth of the communities around it is not 
actually suitable for the purposes of the reservation. Therefore, I 
have proposed that it be transferred to the city of Fort Walton Beach 
for the development of a golf course and for other recreational fa- 
cilities. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that this golf course will 
be available and is near to the people of Eglin reservation as it is to 
the people of Fort Walton Beach and other communities. There is 
no golf course within the area at all which is municipally or pri- 
vately owned. The only golf course is 15 miles away and it is the 
here of Eglin Air Force Base, near Valparaiso, 15 miles from 
this site. 

The city is prepared to assume the expense of installing the golf 
course and the expense of operation of the golf course. 

I would like to point out, too, Mr. Chairman, that the Eglin ac- 
tivities are expanding very markedly. I have here two recent head- 
lines from the local papers. One states that the Eglin program is to 
add 2,500 in the next year. Most of those are associated with the 
LGoeing Bomarc venture. Another says that the aircraft firm plans 
to bring engineers here, 1,000 high level technicians from Douglas 
due in 6 months. Those are civilians rather than military personnel. 
They will be living in the area where it is proposed to build this golf 
course, and with the other Eglin personnel, both military and civilian, 
have neel for recreational facilities and will have an opportunity to 
use these facilities. y 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the report from the 
Department recommends enactment of the legislation with the pro- 
viso that 50 percent of the fair value be paid by the local community. 
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They are re to that. We will accept the amendment. Also a 
recapture clause which provides that in the event it should not be used 
for a golf course and for public recreational activities, it would re- 
vert to the Eglin reservation. That I would certainly want added. 

I believe that is about the story, but I would like to answer any 
questions that the committee has. 

Mr. Durnam. How many acres are in the Eglin reservation? 

Mr. Srxes. Almost a half million. 

Mr. Duruam. This will be used both by military and civilian 
personnel, as you say ? 

Mr. Sixes. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Duruam. You have no golf course in the whole area ? 

Mr. Sixes. None, sir. 

Mr. Durnam. About all you have there is recreation at the beaches? 

Mr. Stxes. That is right. 

Mr. Duruam. Do you have another witness ? 

Mr. Doyte. I would like to ask Mr. Sikes a question. I notice 
section 3 of this very fine bill. I am certainly in favor of land being 
used for pastas ating recreational purposes. However, there is no 
mention there about improvements. Suppose the city builds a nice 
golf clubhouse there, which I would hope they would. 

Mr. Stxes. That is planned, sir. 

Mr. Dorie. Does that also go under the reversionary clause ? 

Mr. Sixes. Yes,sir. Any permanent improvements to the property 
would be a part of the property and would automatically revert to the 
Government. 

Mr. Doyte. I just ask that because there is no mention of the 
improvements. 

Mr. Srxes. That would be an added inducement to see that it is kept 
up and used for the purpose we intend. 

Mr. Doy te. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Keviener. Colonel Ralston. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WILSON RALSTON, REAL ESTATE DIVISION, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Mr. DurHam. You may proceed. 

Colonel Rautston. We have set forth our position, as Mr. Sikes has 
reiterated it. We are in favor of transferring it to the city of Fort 
Walton provided 50 percent of the fair market value is paid and with 
the reversionary clause. We have no objections to the bill. 

Mr. Durnam. The Air Force, then, is in favor of the bill? 

Colonel Ratsron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Duruao. Is there an amendment ? 

Mr. Ketirner. I have the amendment here. 

Mr. Durnam. Is there any further discussion? Are there any 
questions ? 

Without objection, the bill is reported favorably to the committee 
with the amendment. 
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H.R. 5888 


Mr. Kecieuer. The next bill is H.R. 5888. 
(H.R. 5888 is as follows :) 


[H.R. 5888, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Navy to transfer to the Massachusetts Port 
Authority, an instrumentality of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, certain lands and 
improvements thereon comprising a portion of the so-called E Street Annex, South Boston 
Annex, Boston Naval Shipyard, in South Boston, Massachusetts, in exchange for certain 
other lands 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Navy is authorized 
to convey to the Massachusetts Port Authority, an instrumentality of the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts, subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter in 
this Act expressly stated, and to such other terms and conditions as the said 
Secretary of the Navy shall deem to be in the public interest, all the right, 
title, and interest of the United States in and to that portion of the property 
known as E Street Annex, South Boston Annex, Boston Naval Shipyard, in 
South Boston, Massachusetts, including the improvements thereon, and described 
as follows: 

Beginning at a point, said point being the intersection of the easterly side line 
of E Street, and the northerly side line of West First Street, thence running 
north 40 degrees 59 minutes 00 seconds east by the easterly side of said E Street, 
a distance of 1,325.78 feet to a point, thence turning and running south 49 
degrees 01 minutes 00 seconds east a distance of 206.25 feet to a point bounded 
by land of United States of America (United States Naval Station), thence 
turning and running south 40 degrees 59 minutes 00 seconds west a distance of 
389.83 feet to a point bounded by land of United States of America (United 
States Navy, Boston Naval Shipyard), thence turning and running south 49 
degrees 01 minutes 00 seconds east a distance 447.75 feet to a point bounded 
by land of United States of America (United States Navy, Boston Naval Ship 
yard), thence turning and running south 40 degrees 59 minutes 00 seconds west 
a distance of 935.95 feet to a point on the northerly side line of West First 
Street and bounded by land of the United States of America (United States 
Navy, District Public Works Officer, First Naval District) and now or formerly 
by land of Mary I. Murphy, thence turning and running north 49 degrees 01 
minutes 00 seconds west a distance of 654.00 feet to the point of beginning; 
containing in area 15.9 acres of land, more or less, and shown on Public Works 
Drawing Numbered 981-391-28 titled “Plan of Land in Boston, Massachusetts, 
South Boston District, Portion of E Street Annex, South Boston, Massachusetts, 
dated 18 November 1958”, reserving to the Government a railroad right-of-way 
to building numbered 61 on lands retained by the Government and an easement 
for a water line and subject to a right-of-way for railroad purposes granted 
to the Port of Boston Authority and a drainage easement to the city of Boston, 
in consideration of the conveyance by the Massachusetts Port Authority to the 
United States of America, free of all encumbrances, the following lands, to- 
gether with any improvements thereon: (a) An area of approximately 60,300 
square feet occupied by the United States under permit A—260 issued by the 
Port of Boston Commission of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, bearing 
Department of the Navy instrument numbered NOy(R)-65507; and (b) an 
area of approximately 109,264 square feet occupied by the United States under 
permit A-261 issued by the Port of Boston Commission of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, bearing Department of the Navy instrument numbered NOy- 
(R)-65508. 

Sec. 2. The conveyance to the Massachusetts Port Authority authorized by the 
first section of this Act shall be made subject to the following express condi- 
tions: (a) That the Massachusetts Port Authority, at its own expense, will 
preserve and maintain in a condition suitable for, and not inconsistent with, the 
purposes of the Authority, the lands and the improvements existing on said 
property on the dtae of enactment of this Act, and those which may be con- 
structed thereon after such date of enactment; (b) that in a time of war or 
national emergency the United States shall have the right of the free and un- 
limited use of all said property including any improvements which may be 
erected by the grantee, but the United States shall pay a fair rental for any 
improvements made after the date of enactment of this Act and shall be re- 
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sponsible during the period of such use for the entire cost of maintaining said 
property, 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. McCormack, I see, is here, 

Mr. Durwam. Mr. McCorm: nok, we are glad to have you with us 
this morning. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY WILFRED TIECKEN, REAL ESTATE CONSULTANT, 
BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY; 
AND FRANK E. HICKEY, REPRESENTING MASSACHUSETTS PORT 
AUTHORITY 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I am going to make my remarks very brief because I 
realize the problem of the committee. 

This is a simple bill to authorize the exchange of land owned by 
the Federal Government in the jurisdiction of the Navy Department 
with certain land owned by the Massachusetts Port Authority, which 
is an agency of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts created by act 
of the legislature, a public agency. 

When I introduced the bill I assumed they had arrived at an un- 
derstanding, but I find from the report of the Navy Department that 
on the Washington level they took a position which, if adhered to, 
will probably result in difficulty. It will bring about a misunder- 
standing which I think on the Washington level they did not quite 
understand or a preciate the significance of. 

I filed this bill at the request of the Massachusetts Port Authority, 
which was in agreement with the 1st Naval District in proposing this 
exchange of real estate. 

Mr. Duruam. Did we not pass this bill last year ? 

Mr. McCormack. No. 

Mr. Duruam. Or one similar to this? 

Mr. Price. We had some bill that involved the port authority. 

Mr. McCormack. There has been legislation in the past, about 3 
years ago. 

While there was considerable variance in the acreage to be ex- 
changed and also the estimated values, it was considered in the best 
interests of both the Navy Department and the Massachusetts Port 
Authority to make this exchange. 

The land owned by the Massachusetts Port Authority is approxi- 
mately 4 acres and has an assessed valuation by the city of Boston 
of $352,946. The land owned by the Navy which has been declared 
as excess is 15.9 acres. 

That might seem to be large, but when you get down into the real 
facts I think the evidence will be very interesting. 

Within the past few months, land in the immediate vicinity was 
declared surplus by the Government and sold on bids for approxi- 
mately $14,230 per acre. 

I am making this statement on information and belief. Mr. Hickey 
represents the Washington representative of the Massachusetts Port 
Authority. 
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On this basis the land now considered excess to the needs of the 
Department of Defense would be valued at $226,257, or rather sold 
for the same approximate bid of $14,230 an acre. The land which 
the Massachusetts Port Authority is willing to exchange with the Navy 
is contiguous to the Navy property in South Boston and has been 
used by the Navy since approximately 1942. 

For 17 years they have been letting the Navy use this land. No 
charge has been made for the use of the land. There is a splendid 
relationship and always has been between the representatives of the 
Government and the governmental organizations in Boston and Massa- 
chusetts in cooperating with each other for their mutual benefit. 

I am further informed that the Massachusetts Port Authority has 
furnished the Navy free berthing space for their vessels at Common- 
wealth Pier many times and on one occasion the Commonwealth Pier, 
the largest in Boston was completely utilized by the Navy for ap- 
proximately a week when 14 destroyers were tied up in that location. 
There is a fine relationship existing. 

The land proposed to be used by the Navy has been used by them 
since 1942 for parking space and recreational purposes, is that correct, 
Mr. Hickey ? 

Mr. Hickey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. It is desired for their general operation. Land 
required by the port authority is proposed for developing the port 
of Boston and facilities and all improvements will be for the DOD 
in times of national emergency. 

Section 2(b) of the bill provides that in the event of war or national 
emergency the United States would have the right to recapture this 


aa ch 
If this property was to be sold as surplus with this clause included 
therein, recovery from the same would be drastically reduced. 

That in substance is my statement. As far as I am concerned I am 
surprised with the report of the Navy Department. I do not care 
what you do, gentlemen, the Navy Department benefits from this, 
not the Massachusetts Port Authority. I do not know what the port 
authority will do. They will simply say to the Navy, “We want our 
land back or we will charge you.” 

They may continue the generous attitude that has been followed 
during the last 17 years. So far as I am concerned I do not care what 
you do with the bill. Iam presenting the facts. 

aes Norsiap. What type property is this, piers, parking lots, or 
what 

Mr. Hicxry. The land owned by the Massachusetts Port Authority 
now used by the Navy is contiguous to the lst Navy Headquarters, 
ist District, in Boston, and is used for parking and recreation facili- 
ties. 

It is contiguous to the Fargo Building there. The land owned by 
tne Navy has not been used by the Navy for a long time. There is 
one building, one story, not used. 

Mr. Norsuap. It is generally vacant property ? 

Mr. Hickey. That is right. That is why it has been declared 
excess and surplus. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman—the 4 acres that would be turned over 
to the Navy Department at a valuation of $352,000 as stated by the 
distinguished majority leader in his statement, is just land? 
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Mr. Hickey. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. At a valuation of $352,000 ? 

Mr. Hickey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. The 16.9 acres Mr. McCormack said has a valuation 
of $224,000. 

Mr. McCormack. There was similar land declared surplus by the 
Government. It was sold at $14,230 an acre. 

Mr. Brecker. In the immediate area ? 

Mr. Hickey. Within 200 feet of it. 

Mr. Brecker. It is hard to sit here and just accept these figures. 
Four acres sold for $352,000; 16.9 acres in the same area sold for 
$224,000. 

Mr. Hickey. The valuation of our land is the assessed valuation 
by the city of Boston. The valuation that we have declared here or 
arrived at is based on the sale that is made by the Government of 
surplus property sold through the General Services Administration 
on bids and the price obtained was $14,230 per acre. 

Mr. Becker. That is about $224,000 for the lot? 

Mr. Hickey. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. Who arrived at the figure of $352,000 for the 4 acres? 

Mr. Hickey. Assessed valuation, city of Boston. 

Mr. McCormack. That is the assessors of the city of Boston. We 
are not saying the 15 acres, if assessed and taxable, would not be 
assessed for more than $226,000. You will notice the difference. 
The assessed valuation of the approximate 4 acres is $352,000. If this 
land which is now declared excess was sold, based on prior sales, it 
would sell for about $226,000, That does not mean to say if it was 
put on the assessed rolls it would not be assessed for more. 

Mr. Brecker. I agree with that but it would seem there is such a 
great variance between a recent sale and your assessor’s figures in the 
city of Boston. 

Mr. Hickry. Some of this land that is owned by the Massachusetts 
Port Authority is right on Summer Street and that is a very high 
valuation. 

Mr. Becker. That makes a difference in cost. 

Mr. Hickey. Yes, 

Mr. Byrne. Did you have an outside appraisal on it / 

Mr. Hickry. No. We just used the city appraisal. 

Mr. Byrne. Would it not be better to get an outside appraisal, too? 
You would get a better price. 

Mr. Hickey. Of couse, another thing, there is a recapture clause 
in there and that would have a great effect if the Government was 
selling with that recapture clause. That affects the sale tremen- 
dously. You can goas high as 70 percent. 

Mr. Durnam. I did not understand why this land was sold to the 
Navy. Did they purchase it in the beginning or was land given to 
them like it is sometimes by the city ? 

Mr. Hickey. I do not know. They have had it for a long time. 

Mr. Keuiener. Mr. Tiencken of the Navy is here. He might 
answer that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Norsxap. Is this adjacent to a pier / 

Mr. Hickey. No, but it is near the waterfront where we can develop 
it. 
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Mr. McCormack. The Fargo Building is on Summer Street, the 
headquarters of the 1st Naval District. Right opposite is the South 
Boston Naval Annex which is a part of the ott 3 naval district of 
Boston. This land adjoins it. They use it for park and recreation 
purposes, probably drilling at times, but essentially for parking, 
which they need. It is in immediate proximity to the Fargo Building 
as I understand it. 

Personally, when I introduced the bill I thought everything was 
all right. I was amazed when I read this report. So far as I am 
concerned, I am not going to ask this committee to report out the bill 
unless the Navy Department shifts their position. That is all I have 
to say. I am not going to put myself in position to ask you gentle- 
men to do something if I couldn’t do it, if I were in your position, 
myself. 

[ do not know what will follow from the Navy’s position. I recom- 
mend the port authority continue to be generous to the Navy Depart- 
ment and let them use the land for nothing but what they will do, I 
do not know. 

Mr. Durnam. We have a habit around here sometimes of correcting 
mistakes. 

Mr. McCormack. I know. I am practical enough to know with a 
little bill like this the differences you can run up against. I am not 
going to put this subcommittee and the full committee in any position, 
unless the Navy Department is willing to appreciate the significance. 

This is an exchange of property on two governmental levels, one 
Federal and one an agency of the State. The Navy Department 
certainly needs this land. On the local level I understand they are 
agreed. 

Mr. Hickey. That is correct. We were amazed when we found 
out the attitude down here. 

Mr. McCormack. No criticism of them, but just a mild observation. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Hickey, what is the importance of the transfer of 
the land to the port authority ? 

Mr. Hickey. We would use it in development of port facilities and 
the port. As of February 17, the port authority came into being. 
It was the Massachusetts Port Commission before that. They sold 
$72 million worth of revenue bonds which permits them to develop, 
or they are required to develop the port. They have their own funds 
to do this now. That is in the plan. We do not know exactly what 
we will do with it right now, but it is very desirable for our develop- 
ment purposes. 

Mr. Price. This is an exchange of a parcel of the land ? 

Mr. Hickey. That is right. 

Mr. Pricr. Does the Navy land fit more into the development pic- 
ture than the land that you want to exchange? 

Mr. Hickey. Oh, yes. The land that we want to give to them is 
right beside their building. They use it. They need it. They must 
have it. 

Mr. Price. The land you want to transfer to the Navy is in your 
opinion some that would work to the better advantage of the Navy 
and the land the Navy has that you want to fit better into your 
picture ? , 

Mr. Hicxry. That is right. Ours are plans in the offing. We are 
just getting underway now. 
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We have this land and we will make our developments from there 
on. 

Mr. Duruam. When was it declared excess ? 

Mr. Hickey. Within the last 2 months. 

Mr. Duruam. Are there further questions ? 

Mr. Becker. Just one. The land that was sold on which you 
base the estimate of $14,000 an acre was private land ¢ 

Mr. Hickpny. No. That was Navy-owned land, declared surplus, 
sold by General Services Administration on bids. 

Mr. Becker. With a recapture clause ? 

Mr. Hickey. No. It was on bids. 

Mr. Brecker. I wondered about this great discrepancy in the $14,000 
figure of one piece of land adjoining and the $88,000 per acre on the 
other 4 acres. 

Mr. MoCormack. The $88,000 is located differently from the others. 
It is on Summer Street. That is one of the main business streets of 
Boston. 

Mr. Becker. The 4 acres has frontage on the main Summer Street ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Brecker. How much frontage is there, 200 or 500 feet ? 

Mr. Hickey. I would say it is 300 to 500 feet. 

Mr. Becker. That would make a big difference in the factor of 
evaluation. 

Mr. McCormack. It is the other side of the Fargo Building toward 
South Boston. It stretches right down to the bridge, or in that direc- 
tion. It ison the street that comes by there. There must be 300 or 400 
feet. 

Mr. Hickey. Easily. 

Mr. Doyie. May I inquire about the one-story building that was 
mentioned? What is the assessed valuation of that building or what 
sort of an improvement is it ? 

Mr. Hickey. I think it was just a one-story proposition that was 
put up for the war for storage. 

Mr. Doy.e. A wooden building ? 

Mr. Hickey. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. A temporary building ? 

Mr. Hickey. Temporary. 

Mr. Duruam. Do you know something about this land, sir? 

Mr. Trencken. Mr. Chairman, the Navy is in favor of this transfer. 
The position the Navy has taken is consistent with the policy of 
exchanging with the values taken into consideration. 

The values that we have picked up from our staff information 
would indicate that the 3.88 acres owned by the Port Authority of 
Massachusetts is probably less than the value of the 15.9 acres owned 
by the Navy. 

It has been stated that the bill provides in section 2(b) a right of 
recapture by the Government in the event of national emergency. 

We have reviewed our mobilization requirements and now feel that 
it is not necessary to include a right of recapture. Without a right 
of recapture then the question of valuation would be fee value against 
fee value and our proposal in the amendment is that the property 
be appraised and if there is a difference of value running in favor of 
the Government that the Government receive the difference in fair 
34066—59— No. 31——-2 
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market value, as determined by the Secretary, predicated on fair mar- 
ket value appraisals. 

Mr. DurHam. Come around and sit down here, Mr. Hickey, since 
we are getting into this matter. 

Does that meet your requirements? Do you have any objection 
to that? We have always felt a recapture clause was a very safe 
thing around here. 

Mr. Hickey. If they do not want it back, that is something else 
again. We thought that would be in their favor; if we took it over 
in a national emergency, if we developed the waterfront property, and 
you know what harbor facilities are during the war; if the Navy 
wants to come in and take them over, we are perfectly agreeable to 
have them there. 

Mr. Duruam. I think it runs pretty generally true in all these bills 
in exchange of land we have always carried the recapture clause. 
When did you review your mobilization plans, just within the last 
few days? 

Mr. Trencken. Within the past month; yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, to get this down to a practical situation, 
Mr. Tiencken, does the Navy then have any objection to this bill, H.R. 
5888 ? 

Mr. Trencxen. No. We are in favor of the bill. We are point- 
ing out that this difference of valuation to the Congress as we feel 
the testimony for the port authority is 

Mr. Price. Those are matters that you could work out. 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Price. Are you in favor of the bill, Mr. McCormack ? 

Mr. McCormack. I am in favor of the bill as is. 

Mr. Price. The Navy is in favor of the bill as is. In addition, 
there is something that would follow enactment of the bill you would 
work out. 

Mr. McCormack. I think the Navy Department ,whenever they pro- 
pose a thing like this should have it both ways: That if the city prop- 
erty is worth more than the Navy, the Government ought to pay the 
city or the Massachusetts Port Authority. 

Mr. Trencxen. That would be correct. 

Mr. McCormack. I refer to your future policy. 

Mr. Trenoken. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. Price. The Navy favors the bill ? 

Mr. Trencxen. The Navy favors the exchange of the property. 

Mr. Byrne. Did the Navy have an appraisal of this ? 

Mr. Trencken. The Navy has had a staff appraiser go out and look 
at; the property and come up with what he considers fair market 
value, but it has not been reviewed and it has not been made by an 
outside independent professional appraiser. 

Mr. Byrne. What is the difference in their appraisal and the 
assessed value of the property ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. Our appraiser puts a price on the Port of Massachu- 
setts Authority property of approximately $127,000. 

Mr. Norsiap. What is the assessed value of it ? 

Mr. Becker. $352,000. 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman, I would like Mr. Tiencken to clarify 
one statement he made. You said that the valuation of the property 
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was to be considered. Were you talking about the valuation of it per 
acre as against the 16 acres or talking about the total ? 

Mr. Trencken. Total value of 3.88 acres of the Massachusetts Port 
Authority. 

Mr. Becker. You are dealing with total value? 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. Our figures show about $127,000 and 
our figure on the 15.9 acres is approximately $210,000. 

Mr. Becker. 15.9 is 210. 

Mr. Norsxap. Is this based on the recapture clause or without 
a recapture clause ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. That is without a recapture clause. 

Mr. Durwam. Mr. Cohelan? 

Mr. Conetan. What is the practical effect of the recapture clause? 

Mr. Ketiener. It is pretty much snare and delusion because the 
Navy can go in and get the port authority’s properties by condemna- 
tion. It looks a lot better than it is. 

Mr. Cone.ian. Any public authority or port development of that 
kind, mobilization plans, et cetera, are under a cloud in military terms 
because it is obviously subject to condemnation. 

Mr. Hickey. I understand condemnation only would prevail in 
case of emergency powers. 

Mr. Coneian. The same would apply to recapture. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, as I see it, if the port authority 
bought it out in fee simple without a recapture clause, you would 
recapture because in time of emergency the port authority is going to 
say to the Navy, “Take it back.” They have let you use it for 17 
years without any compensation or any fee or any rental so that you 
would eliminate recapture but any responsible public agency in time 
of war or grave emergency, no matter where located in this country 
will do that. 

Mr. Durnam. The port authority is part of defense, too. 

Mr. Hickey. It is another Government agency we figure. 

Mr. Conexan. Is your port authority a corporation ¢ 

Mr. Hickey. Yes. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. Would the use of this property for 17 years rent 
free by the Navy be taken into consideration in the exchange ? 

Mr. Trencken. I am afraid it would not unless somebody were to 
force it. I look at each transaction on its own. 

It is pretty hard to take the benefits that run from the State gov- 
ernment and the Federal Government and balance them off. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. In any one transaction because you get into the 
question of schools and all the others that come in. 

Mr. Becker. There is a difference of $83,000 here now. The Gov- 
ernment has had the use of this land. 

Mr. Byrne. Tax free. 

Mr. Becker. I do not know about tax free but it had the use of 
the land for some 17 years. 

It would seem to me the rental for 17 years would more than be 
worth the $83,000, if they have had that much benefit out of it. 

I don’t know. Only you would know that. 

Mr. Hickey. They have. 

Mr. Norsiap. What has the Government used the land for for 17 
years ¢ 
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Mr. Tiencken. Primarily the piece on Summer Street has been 
parking, almost exclusively. The other piece has been both recreation 
and parking. 

Mr. Becker. For the Navy? 

Mr. Trencxen. For the Navy. 

Mr. Byrne. Have either of these properties been taxed ? 

Mr. Trencken. Neither of these properties has been taxable during 
these years. 

Mr. Byrne. I think the Navy is getting away cheap. 

Mr. Kowatsxk1. The Navy position is sound but they have not con- 
sidered the property they have had in the past. This is an administra- 
tive problem that should be resolved. 

Mr. Hickey. We have had splendid relations up there over the years 
and we want to continue that way. We have gone overboard and have 
never charged. As I say, tomorrow, if they want berthing ships at 
Commonwealth Pier, which is one of the finest piers in this country 
and can dock the largest ships there are, they can have that free. 

Mr. Durnam. You want to go ahead with the development of this 
land immediately. 

Mr. Hickey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Durnam. Immediately, right away ? 

Mr. Hickey. As soon as we can get our planning group together. 

Mr. Durnam. Then you are holding up some projects and things 
that you want to add to the port ? 

Mr. Hickey. That is right. 

Mr. Norsiap. Have you any estimate of the rental value of this 
land the Navy has been using all these years ? 

Mr. Trencken. No, I have not. 

Mr. Norsuiap. It works out to about $5,000 an acre. 

Mr. Trencxen. I don’t know. The value today is different from 
the beginning of time so as to work it backward 

Mr. Norsiap. I was thinking downtown property should be quite 
valuable for rental. 

Mr. Conetan. You could attach a value to it ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Durnam. Don’t forget today these parking areas are pretty 
valuable property. 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. 

Mr. Duruam. Are there Resthibe questions? If not, thank you very 
much. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Duruam. There is no one else to appear on the bill. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I move the bill be reported to the full 
committee favorably. 

Mr. Byrne. I second the motion. 

Mr. Duruam. Without objection the bill will be reported to the full 
committee. There is no amendment. 

Mr. Ketiener. No. 
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House Concurrent Resolution 166 


Mr. Kewiener. The next bill is House Concurrent Resolution 166. 
(H. Con. Res. 166 is as follows:) 


(H. Con Res. 166, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That the 
Congress expressly approves, pursuant to section 3(e) of the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (53 Stat. 811, as amended; 50 U.S.C. 
98b(e)), the disposal of the following materials from the national stockpile in 
accordance with the plans of disposal published by General Services Administra- 
tion in the Federal Register on the dates indicated— 

(a) approximately forty-seven thousand and forty-nine carats of rough 
cuttable gem-quality diamonds and eight thousand four hundred and twelve 
carats of cut and polished gem-quality diamonds, Federal Register of 
August 5, 1958 (23 F.R. 5944) ; 

(b) approximately twenty-seven troy ounces of osmium, two thousand 
five hundred and fifteen troy ounces of rhodium and fifty-one troy ounces of 
ruthenium, Federal Register of August 15, 1958 (23 F.R. 6311); and 

(c) approximately fifteen thousand nine hundred and two short dry 
tons of zircon concentrates, Federal Register of March 13, 1959 (24 F.R. 
1844). 

All funds derived from the sales authorized by this concurrent resolution 
shall be deposited into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD HOLTZ, COMMISSIONER OF DEFENSE 
MATERIAL SERVICES OF GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION ; 
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN CROSTON, DEFENSE MATERIAL SERVICE, 
GSA; HENRY PIKE AND BYRON E. HARDING, GENERAL COUNSEL 
OFFICE, GSA; RUSSELL H. HUGHES, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIREC- 
TOR FOR PRODUCTION AND MATERIAL, OFFICE OF CIVIL AND 
DEFENSE MOBILIZATION; WILBERT G. FRITZ, DIRECTOR, STOCK- 
PILE PROGRAM, 0CDM; AND CHARLES H. KENDALL, GENERAL 
COUNSEL, 0CDM 


Mr. Hourz. Mr. Chairman, I am Commissioner of Defense Ma- 
terial Service. 

We have here three disposal plans which under the law we are 
required to bring to this committee for express approval of Congress. 
I have prepared no formal statement. 

We have endeavored to set out in this brochure all of the pertinent 
information. 

We have included a copy of the publication in the Federal Register, 
copies of our letters transmitting the plans to the Speaker of the 
Ifouse and the chairman of the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. DurHam. I looked over your last report on strategic and 
critical materials this morning. 

All of these are in surplus at the present time? 

Mr. Hourz. These have been under a determination by OCDM. 
These have been determined as no longer required. 

Mr. Durnam. To the strategic stockpile? 
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Mr. Hourz. Yes, sir. The reason we have to come to this commit- 
tee, the revised determination is not by reason of obsolescence under 
the statute that governs this. 

Where the reason is not obsolescence, we have to come to this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Duruam. Under the Stockpiling Act ? 

Mr. Hourz. Yes, sir, under section 3(e) of the Stockpiling Act. I 
do not believe there 1s anything controversial about any of these. 

Of course, in all cases except in 1 the case of the zircon, the quantities 
for disposal are small in relation to consumption or imports in the 

case of diamonds. 

Mr. Duruam. I want to congratulate you people on doing some 
things down there in regard to the Stockpiling Act. 

It was my baby to start with back in 1946 and 1939. 

Mr. Floete is doing an excellent job. I want to congratulate him, 
too. 

Off the record. 

Mr. Doytz. How much dollar value will come to the Treasury from 
the sale under (a) ? 

Mr. Hourz. A total of about $3,500,000. That is why I said to you 
in the first instance that the quantities involved here are not such as 
will disrupt any domestic markets. 

Mr. Doytx. Approximately what, under subdivision (b) ? 

Mr. Hourz. It is figured in the total. 

With respect to the diamonds, of course; diamonds have a continu- 
ing market value. It is pretty easy to estimate what you might 
recover. We feel honestly that on the diamonds we will get about 
the value that has been fixed by the consultant. 

You have fixed values for diamonds. 

[ think that is also true with respect to the platinum group metals. 
We are not so sure with respect to the zirconium ores and frankly, 
gentlemen, I would rather not have in the record here what we think 
we might recover from the zirconium ores, because it might actually 
prejudice what the bidding would be. 

Off the record. 

(Off the record. ) 

Mr. Hourz. We feel that sometimes this prejudices. 

Mr. Price. I think you answered it sufficiently when you gave us 
an overall figure. That does not tie it down to zirconium or anything 
else. 

Mr. Dorie. Would it tie you down if we asked this question? ‘Will 
the diamond sales be made to the U.S. market or a foreign market? 

Mr. Hourz. We plan to have the customs people auction these 
diamonds. 

They have already agreed to do so. It will be conducted as any 
other sale would be. 

Mr. Conetan. Anyone is eligible to buy ? 

Mr. Hourz. Yes, but they are in smal] enough packages. It isn’t 
restricted to a large buyer. 

The little fellow can bid onthem. It will be by auction by package. 

Mr. Price. Are these industrial diamonds ? 

Mr. Hourz. These are rough and cuttable stones and gem quality 
diamonds. 








m 





ler 


m- 


m, 


ym 


ou 


\u- 
rht 
yut 


Is. 
ly, 
nk 
lly 


PSe 








2481 


The diamonds came to us as we set out here. These are confiscated 
diamonds—gem quality diamonds. Because we were short at the 
time these came into the stockpile, they were transferred against the 
objectives, you see. And it was the intention at that time that maybe 
we would trade the gem quality and the cuttable stones for industrial 
stones, but our position on diamonds is such we do not need them now. 
We feel not me 2 the diamonds but all of them are materials that we 
should now sell and get the money that they represent. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Doytz. You said these were confiscated diamonds. Does that 
mean they were shipped here in violation of the customs regulations ? 

Mr. Horrz. No. The cut stones were smuggled stones, ‘picked up 
by Customs and transferred. 

Mr, Coneran. Mr. Chairman, this is just a bit of background in- 
formation. I am interested to know, are we still acquiring materials 
for stockpile? 

Mr. Durnam. Yes. 

Mr. Hotrz. We are under existing contracts. We do not have 
many open contracts now but we are still acquiring some materials. 

We have endeavored to cut back our exposure and in the last 15 or 
18 months we have renegotiated with various contractors a total some- 
thing short of $300 million worth of exposure. 

Mr. Durnam. We gave you quite a sum of money yesterday for 
stockpiling. 

Mr. Hotrz. That was under the Defense Production Act. Princi- 
pally those are the contracts that are largely continuing at the present 
time. 

Mr. Durnam. Are there further questions ? 

Mr. Dorie. May I inquire over what period of time, if you know, 
were these confiscated diamonds accumulated? How long did it take 
to accumulate that many diamonds ¢ 

Mr. Hourz. It was over a considerable period of time. We do not 
have the record, actually. 

Mr. Doyte. Over a period of years / 

Mr. Hourz. Yes, sir. I am advised it is over roughly a period of 5 
years. The cuttable stones came to us by transfer from RFC. 

Mr. Price. The consultant value of these diamonds is based on 
wholesale or retail ¢ 

Mr. Hourz. Wholesale, what he thinks we will get for the stones. 

Mr. Durnam. Are there further questions’ If not, thank you very 
much, gentlemen. 

Without objection the bill is reported to the full committee. 


H.R. 794 


Mr. Keviener. The last bill is H.R. 7943, which involves the trans- 
fer of some housing property to the Coast Guard from the Navy. 
(H.R. 7948 is as follows :) 


[H.R. 7943, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Coast Guard to accept, operate, and maintain a certain defense 
housing facility at Yorktown, Virginia, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of. America in Congress assembled, That the United States Coast Guard 
is authorized to accept from the Department of the Navy, without reimburse- 
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ment, the forty-two unit defense housing facility at Yorktown, Virginia, and to 
operate and maintain such facility on a rental basis for occupancy by Coast 
Guard personnel and their dependents pursuant to the provisions of the Act of 
July 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 316 ; 37 U.S.C. 111la). 

Sec. 2. Rents collected may be utilized in operating and maintaining the 
facility. The excess of amounts collected and not utilized in operating and 
maintaining the facility shall be deposited in the Treasury to the credit of mis- 
cellaneous receipts. The appropriation “Operating expenses, Coast Guard” 
shall be available for the cost of operating and maintaining the housing facility. 

Sec. 3. The administration of the housing facility by the Coast Guard shall, 
except as provided in section 2, be in conformity with the administration of 
similar housing projects by the other armed forces. 

Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Tiencken is here for the Navy. Captain Ellis 
Gordon, Assistant Comptroller of the Coast Guard is here, along with 
Mr. John Prince and Commander Sudnik of the Legal Division of the 
Coast Guard. 

Mr. Dvurnam. Come around, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. ELLIS GORDON, ASSISTANT COMPTROLLER, 
COAST GUARD, ACCOMPANIED BY WILFRED TIENCKEN, REAL 
ESTATE CONSULTANT, BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE NAVY ; JOHN H. PRINCE, FISCAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
COMPTROLLER; AND COMMANDER SUDNIK, LEGAL DIVISION, 
COAST GUARD; AND ROBERT K. KUEHN, CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION 
SECTION, CIVIL ENGINEERING DIVISION, U.S. COAST GUARD 


Captain Gorpon. I am Captain Gordon, the Assistant Comptroller 
of the Coast Guard. This is Commander Sudnik on my left who is 
from the Legal Division, Mr. Prince, who is the Fiscal Assistant to the 
Comptroller, and Mr. Tiencken. 

We know him from having previously testified. 

I do not have a formal statement, gentlemen, but I would like to say 
we are here today requesting authority for the Coast Guard to accept 
and to operate and to maintain a defense housing facility at York- 
town, Va. This housing facility is a 42-family development located 
at the former Naval Mine Warfare School in Yorktown, which the 
Coast Guard is in process of receiving by transfer from the Navy 
without reimbursement for use as a Coast Guard Reserve training 
center. The Navy Department has no further need for the housin 
and has agreed to transfer it to the Coast Guard and the Coast Gua 
attached to the Reserve Training Center are hard pressed to locate 
convenient, satisfactory housing fer themselves and their dependents 
in this vicinity. 

Now the rental receipts from these quarters, these 42 units, are esti- 
mated at about $18,000 a year and we expect that the annual cost to 
the Coast Guard for maintaining these quarters, just the units them- 
selves, is also estimated at about $18,000. 

We expect to spend about what we would take in on rental. Au- 
thority is requested in this bill to utilize the rents received for the 
maintenance and operation of this facility. 

Mr. Norsiap. What is it used for today ? 

Captain Gorvon. At the present time the houses are being used on 
a permissive basis from the Navy. We have just moved down there 
within a matter of months, 

Mr. Norsiap. The Navy has no use for them ? 
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Captain Gorpon. No. The Navy is not in there any more. 

Mr. Norsuap. No objections by any bureaus of Government I take 
it ! 

Captain Gorvon. No, sir. The whole mine warfare school is in 
process of being transferred. We are on a use and occupancy basis 
now until the papers are worked up. 

Mr. Norsiap. Does the Bureau of the Budget object to this legis- 
lation ¢ 

Captain Gorpon. No. 

Mr. Conetan. Captain, how do you set this up on your inventory, 
if you were to acquire this as a matter of Coast Guard property ? 

How do you set it up? The reason I asked the question is I under- 
stand that the Coast Guard operates on a cost accrual system of ac- 
counting, which I highly commend you for. 

I am just interested to know how you would technically transfer 
this. 

Captain Gorpon. I would like to refer your question to Mr. Prince 
as the Coast Guard authority, the man who has really set up this 
system for the Coast Guard. 

With your permission, Mr. Prince would be happy to answer your 
question. 

Mr. Prince. We will establish the values that are transferred to 
or given to us by the Navy for all of the property; all the real estate 
values will be placed on our books. 

Mr. Conetan. That will be the fair market value? 

Mr. Prince. Well, no. It would be the value which the Navy 
places on this property as a construction cost. We will pick it up 

y donation. As a technical matter, we will debit our real property 
and credit donations. If you are thinking in terms of adjusting the 
values—— 

Mr. Cone.an. You are adding a unit to your real estate inventory. 

Mr. Prince. That is right; we are picking up and will add to the 
real estate values. 

Mr. Cone.an. How do you transfer that into dollar terms? 

Mr. Prince. We will translate it by the values that are placed on 
it when the Navy gives us the figures. 

In other words, we could either use two bases for establishing the 
value on the books: Either have our engineers give us a fair market 
value or replacement value, or take the construction cost at which 
the Navy had expressed it on their books or accounts or whatever 
it cost them to build it. 

Mr. Coneian. Thank you. 

Mr. Prince. Generally when we transfer from another Govern- 
ment agency we take it on the books at the value of the construction 
cost, of the initial construction cost. 

Mr. CoHetan. How about the land acquisition ¢ 

Mr. Prince. The land and the buildings are all together. We do 
not segregate land. Where the area is fully developed there is no need 
for capitalizing land as a separate item on the books from the other 
real property. 

Mr. Price. What is the condition of the property ? 

Mr. Prince. I have just seen it, but we have an engineer here. 
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Mr. Gorpvon. I think Mr. Kuehn from the Civil Engineering Divi- 
sion, who is most familiar with the condition of the buildings, could 
answer your question, Mr. Price, with your permission. 

Mr. Kugun. These buildings were constructed in 1942 and 1943. 

Mr. Price. In other words, they are substandard housing? 

Mr. Kueun. As far as public law, they are substandard housing, 

They are both materialwise and spacewise. 

Mr. Price. Is this one of the ways the Navy disposes of substand- 
ard housing, by passing it on to the Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Kueun. This is low rental. It is qualified as low rental and 
was constructed as low rental. 

Mr. Price. The Navy will show they disposed of 42 units of sub- 
standard housing and the Coast Guard will inherit it. 

Mr. Kureun. This was qualified as low-rental housing and not as 
public housing so therefore the disposal is not eliminating their 
problem from that standpoint. 

Mr. Price. Is it all frame structure ¢ 

Mr. Kuenn. Yes. It is all frame structure. 

Mr. Doyte. May I inquire, you have used the term “donation.” 
Does the Navy list that as a donation and do you receive it as a 
donation? Is that the bookkeeping term that is used ? 

Mr. Price. That would be the general bookkeeping term that would 
be used in any accounting operation, whether it is in or out of the 
Government, when it comes to you without cost, but what the Navy 
would term it I am not sure. 

When we pick up or receive any materials to go in the inventory 
or any assets that are brought into the Coast Guard by transfer 
without transfer of funds, we treat it as a donation. 

Mr. Price. I would like to know for the purpose of clarification, 
are these 42 units now carried by the Navy as substandard housing?! 

Mr. Kueun. No, sir; as low-rental housing. 

Mr. Kewuener. For your purposes I think the answer is “yes,” 
Mr. Price, substandard and rental. 

Mr. Price. Substandard housing that is rented. 

Mr. Keviener. They are not public quarters. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Tiencken ? 

Mr. TirencKken. I would simply add this comment to it. We have 
a disposal project in process of coming up to the Armed Services 
Subcommittee for consideration for the transfer to the Coast Guard 
of approximately 154 acres of land at a total improved cost of 
$4,356,000. 

Mr. Kewxiener. This includes the other property. 

Mr. Trenckxen. This is the entire property of which these quarters 
represent a part and as soon as that project has been considered by 
the Armed Services Committee, then we would make the transfer 
to the Coast Guard without reimbursement. 

Mr. Duruam. Then we will have to act on the other bill before 
this one can be considered. 

Mr. Trencken. This would bea project, not a bill. 

Mr. Price. The gentleman from California wanted us to find out 
what the asset would be, moneywise to the Coast Guard. 

I think they are taking on a liability. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What is the construction of these houses and the 
size of them? 
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Mr. Kueun. They are frame construction, sir. They have cement 
asbestos siding and mineralized shingle roofing. 

Mr. KELLener. 500 square feet, maybe, or less ? 

Mr. Kurun. The largest two bedroom is 700 square feet and the 
smaller one and two bedrooms ‘ange between 500 and 600 square feet. 

Mr. Duruam. What do you estimate it will cost you to put them in 
shape ? 

Mr. Kueun. We are spending very little money on them and have 
kept them in presentable condition in accordance with their type of 
construction. 

We are putting in less than $500,000, estimated, to make them ready 
for occupancy. 

Mr. Duruam. Any further questions? 

Mr. Couenan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

[ wanted to ask this of the captain. You have heard this discourse 
here. Iam very interested in pursuing this. 

In terms of your own budget, why don’t you ask for first-rate hous- 
ing? Why take second-r ate housing? 

Captain Gorpon. This is a question of having available something 
we could get into because if we ask for funds for picking up new 
quarters, this is a longtime proposition. 

The Navy facility was available and it met the situation so far as 
being able to move into it at the earliest possible date. 

Mr. Conetan. The expediency I understand, but you ought to have 
some other housing goals of your own. What arethey? What is the 
ideal condition as far as housing is concerned, Coast. Guard-wise ? 

Captain Gorpon. This is a difficult question for me to answer be- 
cause it is in the policy and planning state and, of course, you prob- 
ably know that the planning for the Coast Guard must go through 
numerous steps. 

Mr. Conetan. The reason I am pursuing the question is I am very 
impressed with your accounting system, but if I were to get the im- 
pression that your accounting system was carrying out these effi- 
ciencies to the point you were neglecting standards, I would be very 
unhappy with the way you operated your inventory. 

Captain Gorvon. I do not believe you could say the accounting 
system is responsible. 

Mr. Conetan. It merely describes it. 

Captain Gorpvon. The planning and everything else would come 
before and the accounting would just be presenting the picture as it 
was, after the fact. 

Mr. Coneran. That is right, but it does not show you the qualita- 
tive difference. 

Captain Gorpon. You are so right. 

Mr. Byrne. Your interest should have been in the Treasury. They 
zo into the Navy. 

Mr. Price. Are these 24 units to be moved or to stay at the same 
location ? 

Mr. Trencken, They are on the 154 acres of land and would be used 
in place. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. This 154 acres will eventually be transferred to the 
Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, as soon as we get necessary clearance. 
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Mr. Lanxrorp. And the facilities serving these quarters will be 
part of the overall transfer of 154 units so the Coast Guard will take 
over and operate the whole business ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Why is this brought up as a separate bill ? 

Captain Gorpon. Because the Coast Guard has no authority to op- 
erate rental housing. It requires legislation for us to do it. 

Mr. Ketienerr. Will you end up with 42 units when you are through 
or will you combine some of these to make larger quarters ¢ 

Captain Gorpon. As far as I know now, the present plan is to 
maintain 42 units. However, there would be certain discretions left 
to the commanding officer as things develop. Right now they expect 
to maintain 42 units. 

Mr. Durnam. Any further questions / 

Mr. Price. I move to report the bill to the full committee. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I second the motion. 

Mr. Duruam. It has been moved and seconded the bill be reported 
to the full committee. 

Without objection it is so ordered. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock meridian, the subcommittee adjourned 


to call of the Chair.) 
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